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quantities. These chemicals are ex-
tremely hazardous and identical to 
those used as weapons during the First 
World War. 

Today, there are 111 facilities in the 
country where a catastrophic chemical 
release could threaten more than 1 mil-
lion people. These plants represent 
some of the most attractive targets for 
terrorists looking to cause widespread 
death and destruction. 

Despite this, security at our chem-
ical plants is voluntary—left to the in-
dividual plant owners. While many 
chemical plant owners have taken 
steps to beef up security, too many 
have not. In Illinois, there have been 
recent reports by ABC–7 in Chicago of 
chemical plants with dilapidated 
fences, insufficient guard forces, and 
unprotected tanks of hazardous chemi-
cals. These plants are basically sta-
tionary weapons of mass destruction. 
Their security is light, their facilities 
are easily entered, and their contents 
are deadly. 

Nearly five years after September 11, 
the Federal Government has done vir-
tually nothing to secure chemical 
plants. It is one of the great failures of 
this administration that needs to be 
addressed this year. 

The Lautenberg-Obama bill is a huge 
step forward. It protects our commu-
nities in a responsible, but balanced 
way. There are features of this bill that 
should be a part of any chemical secu-
rity legislation passed by this Con-
gress. 

Our legislation is risk-based. While 
all chemical facilities would have to 
take a number of concrete steps to im-
prove security, only the highest-risk 
facilities would be subject to bill’s 
strictest scrutiny and regulation by 
the Department of Homeland Security. 
These high-priority facilities would 
have to perform vulnerability assess-
ments, develop prevention and response 
plans, submit to unscheduled inspec-
tions, and perform practice drills. 

Our legislation is strict, but fair. Our 
bill replaces volunteer security stand-
ards with clearly defined Federal du-
ties and regulations. While plant own-
ers would not be able to substitute 
their own security standards, they 
would be able to come up with security 
plans that are tailored to each facility. 
And while the bill includes tough pen-
alties for noncompliant facilities in-
cluding strict fines and the threat of 
shutting down plants, it also minimizes 
duplicative requirements under other 
Federal laws. 

The Lautenberg-Obama bill also pro-
tects state and local rights to establish 
security standards that match their 
local needs. States like New Jersey 
have been leaders in chemical security, 
and we do not want to cut these efforts 
off at the knees. The legislation also 
gives employees a seat at the table, by 
creating employee security commit-
tees, ensuring that employees are part 
of the security planning process, estab-
lishing security training requirements, 
and establishing tough whistleblower 
protections. 

Our bill also includes all the methods 
to reduce risk. Our legislation requires 
security forces, perimeter defenses, 
hazard mitigation and emergency re-
sponse. These are the ‘‘guns, gates and 
guards’’ that prevent terrorists from 
attacking plants and minimize the im-
pact of an attack. But there are other 
ways to reduce risk that need to be 
part of the equation. Specifically, by 
employing safer technologies, we can 
reduce the attractiveness of chemical 
plants as a target. 

This concept, known as Inherently 
Safer Technology, involves methods 
such as changing the flow of chemical 
processes to avoid dangerous chemical 
byproducts, reducing the pressures or 
temperatures of chemical reactions to 
minimize the risk of explosions, reduc-
ing inventories of dangerous chemicals 
and replacing dangerous chemicals 
with benign ones. Each one of these 
methods reduces the danger that chem-
ical plants pose to our communities 
and makes them less appealing targets 
for terrorists. 

The concept of IST was created thir-
ty years ago by chemical industry in-
siders, and it has been embraced at dif-
ferent times by the Department of 
Homeland Security, the Department of 
Justice, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, foreign governments and 
states like New Jersey. Even the chem-
ical industry itself has embraced IST, 
and many facilities across the country 
have already employed safer tech-
nologies. 

Unfortunately, the chemical industry 
has been lobbying nonstop on this bill. 
They do not want IST, they do not 
want protection of state laws and they 
do not want strict regulations. So far, 
because the industry wields so much 
influence in Washington, it’s been get-
ting its way. For example, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security initially 
embraced the concept of Inherently 
Safer Technology in a 2004 draft chem-
ical security plan, only to reverse itself 
after heavy industry lobbying in 2006. 
Secretary Chertoff’s announcement 
last week, in front of an audience of 
chemical industry executives, very 
closely tracked the industry’s talking 
points. 

This is wrong. We cannot allow 
chemical industry lobbyists to dictate 
the terms of this debate. We cannot 
allow our security to be hijacked by 
corporate interests. 

Senator LAUTENBERG and I will fight 
for strong legislation to pass the Sen-
ate. We believe that we can work with 
chemical plants so that new safety reg-
ulations are implemented in a way that 
is flexible enough for the industry yet 
stringent enough to protect the Amer-
ican people. I urge my colleagues to 
come together to pass meaningful secu-
rity legislation this year. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 415—EX-
PRESSING THE CONTINUING SUP-
PORT OF THE SENATE TO THE 
JUNIOR RESERVE OFFICERS’ 
TRAINING CORPS (JROTC), AND 
COMMENDING THE EFFORTS OF 
THAT VITAL PROGRAM AS IT 
CARRIES OUT ITS MISSION OF 
INSTILLING THE VALUES OF 
CITIZENSHIP AND SERVICE IN 
THE HEARTS AND MINDS OF THE 
YOUTH OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Mr. ENSIGN submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services: 

S. RES. 415 

Whereas, since its inception in 1913, the 
Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps has 
successfully functioned for over 90 years; 

Whereas the Junior Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps has provided citizenship 
training, discipline, stability, and patriotic 
values to the youth of the United States 
throughout the Nation; 

Whereas millions of students have bene-
fitted from the Junior Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps; 

Whereas, in 2005, there were over 500,000 
students enrolled in Junior Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps programs in approximately 
3,400 secondary schools; and 

Whereas the Junior Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps is taught by a dedicated 
cadre of retired officers and staff non-com-
missioned officers of the Armed Forces who 
love the United States and who are working 
to secure its future: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) expresses appreciation to the Junior Re-

serve Officers’ Training Corps for— 
(A) the leadership training that the pro-

gram provides to the youth of the United 
States; and 

(B) the outstanding results that the pro-
gram has achieved; 

(2) commends the professionalism and dedi-
cation displayed daily by the retired mem-
bers of the United States Armed Forces who 
serve as instructors in the Junior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps; and 

(3) proudly honors the modern-day mem-
bers of the Junior Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps, who represent a promising group of 
young men and women who continue to 
strive to achieve their full potential. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3191. Mr. FRIST (for himself and Mr. 
REID) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 3192 sub-
mitted by Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. HAGEL) to the bill S. 2454, to 
amend the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to provide for comprehensive reform and for 
other purposes. 

SA 3192. Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. HAGEL) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 2454, supra. 

SA 3193. Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, 
Mr. CORNYN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. FRIST, Mr. MCCONNELL, and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 3192 
submitted by Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. HAGEL) to the bill S. 2454, 
supra. 

SA 3194. Ms. MIKULSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:27 Feb 06, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00066 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2006SENATE\S30MR6.REC S30MR6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-13T11:24:42-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




